ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

PA&ED AND PS&E FOR EASTBOUND SR-91 ATLANTIC AVENUE TO CHERRY
AVENUE AUXILIARY LANE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT/AE5302500

1. | Contract Number: AE5302500

Recommended Vendor: TRC Solutions, Inc.

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): [ ]IFB [ ] RFP [X] RFP-A&E
[ ] Non-Competitive [ ] Modification [ ] Task Order

4. | Procurement Dates:

A.lssued: April 23, 2018

B.Advertised/Publicized: April 23, 2018

C.Pre-Proposal Conference: May 2, 2018

D.Proposals Due: May 24, 2018

E.Pre-Qualification Completed: August 2, 2018

F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: June 1, 2018
G.Protest Period End Date: September 21, 2018

n

5. [ Solicitations Picked-up/ Proposals Received: 2
Downloaded: 80

6. [ Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Roxane Marquez 213-922-4147

7. |Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Lucy Olmos-Delgadillo 213-922-7099

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract No. AE5302500 issued in support of the
design, development and implementation of the Eastbound State Route-91 Atlantic
Avenue to Cherry Avenue Auxiliary Lane Improvement Project (Project). Board
approval of contract award is subject to resolution of any properly submitted protest.

This Architectural and Engineering (A&E) qualifications based Request for Proposal
(RFP) was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy and the contract type
is firm fixed price. The RFP was issued with an SBE/DVBE goal of 25% (SBE 22%
and DVBE 3%).

A pre-proposal conference was held on May 2, 2018, and was attended by 11 firms.
There were 15 questions asked and responses were released prior to the proposal
due date.

One amendment was issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP:

e Amendment No. 1, issued on May 8, 2018 clarified proposal page limit; and
clarified the percentage amounts outlined on Exhibit 3 — Evaluation Criteria.

A total of 80 firms downloaded the RFP and were included in the planholders’ list. A
total two proposals were received on May 24, 2018.
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B. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from Metro Highway Programs
and Caltrans District 7 was convened and conducted a comprehensive technical
evaluation of the proposals received.

The proposals were evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria
and weights:

e Qualifications of the Firm/Team 20 percent
¢ Project Manager, Key Staff & Subconsultants Qualifications 35 percent
¢ Project Understanding & Approach 30 percent
e Work Plan 15 percent

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with criteria developed for
other, similar A&E procurements. Several factors were considered when developing
these weights, giving the greatest importance to the Project Manager, Key Staff and
Subconsultants Qualifications and Project Understanding and Approach.

This is an A&E, qualifications based procurement; therefore, price cannot be used
as an evaluation factor pursuant to state and federal law.

On June 5, 2018, the PET completed its independent evaluation of the
proposals. Both proposals were determined to be within the competitive range
and are listed below in alphabetical order:

1. TRC Solutions, Inc.
2. WSP USA, Inc.

During the week of June 5, 2018, the evaluation committee met and interviewed
the firms. The firms’ project managers and key team members had an opportunity
to present each team’s qualifications and respond to the evaluation committee’s
guestions. In general, both firms elaborated on their experience, their approach to
the Project, cost-effective project delivery solutions, and discussed their plan and
ability to meet the 24-month schedule working with outside agencies.

In addition, each firms’ presentation addressed the requirements of the RFP,
experience with all aspects of the required tasks, and stressed each firm’s
commitment to the success of the Project. Also highlighted were staffing plans, work
plans, and perceived project issues. Each team was asked questions relative to
each firm’s proposed alternatives and previous experience, and ability to coordinate
between different public agencies and stakeholders.
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Qualifications Summary of Recommended Firm:
TRC Solutions, Inc.

TRC Solutions, Inc. (TRC) is a national engineering firm that provides design,
consulting, construction, and management services in transportation markets for
federal, states and municipalities. TRC’s proposal and oral presentation
demonstrated expertise in a wide range of services in all phases of planning and
design services across a wide range of disciplines, including expertise in highway
construction design, effective project management and a skilled team of project
personnel.

The proposal and oral presentation provided a detailed management plan that
included a project organization chart, quality management system, and project
controls plan. The oral presentation also elaborated upon the approach to the
Project, experience with required tasks, and presented innovative/creative plans,
ideas, and alternatives to the Statement of Work, as requested in the RFP.

TRC’s alternative approach to the Project provided design enhancements by
extending the auxiliary lane on the east and west sides of Cherry/Atlantic that will
improve operations. This approach results in a cost-effective design that avoids
duplicating future costs in design and planning, thus saving Metro time and money in
the long run. TRC’s project plan was innovative, providing improved safety while
eliminating congestion “hot-spots” and improving operations. TRC’s alternative
design approach will maximize Project improvements while minimizing impacts to the
community.

The proposal and oral presentation stressed the importance of understanding
stakeholder objectives, and the ability to utilize TRC’s relationships with agency
contacts, particularly with Caltrans geometric reviewers and district liaisons. In
addition, the proposal demonstrated TRC’s local stakeholder experience, which
includes Metro, Caltrans District 7, Caltrans District 12, regional transportation
agencies (Orange County Transportation Authority and Riverside) cities, and local
community groups.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated that TRC’s key personnel have
direct experience across a range of disciplines, all stages of design, and project
delivery methods. Significantly, the project manager possesses 90% availability and
has 30 years of experience. Other key personnel average over 30 years of diverse
transportation project experience. Overall, personnel have well over 100 combined
years of diverse transportation project experience.

The PET completed its evaluation of the above mentioned proposals on June 7,
2018 after oral presentations. The PET determined TRC Solutions, Inc. ranked the
highest firm.
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Weighted
Average Factor Average
1 Firm Score Weight Score Rank
2| TRC Solutions, Inc.
3 Firm/Team Qualifications 87.20 20.00% 17.44
Project Manager, Key Staff,
4] Subconsultants Qualifications 83.78 35.00% 29.32
5 Project Understanding & Approach 82.78 30.00% 24.83
6] Work Plan 84.44 15.00% 12.67
7| Total 100.00% 84.26 1
8] WSP USA, Inc.
9 Firm/Team Qualifications 74.98 20.00% 15.00
Project Manager, Key Staff,
10| Subconsultants Qualifications 74.59 35.00% 26.11
11| Project Understanding & Approach 76.67 30.00% 23.00
12[ Work Plan 78.89 15.00% 11.83
13| Total 100.00% 75.94 2

C. Cost Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based
upon MASD audit findings, fact finding, cost analysis, technical analysis, and
negotiations. TRC suggested a design that extended the limits of the improvements
to address problem areas contributing to the congestion. The difference between
the Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) and the negotiated value is due to a lower
level of effort originally estimated for the environmental planning, preliminary
engineering and design of the operational improvements described in the Statement
of Work, compared to TRC’s alternative technical approach. The negotiated price
reflects a level of effort appropriate for the alternative technical approach.

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE Negotiated or
Amount NTE amount
TRC Solutions, Inc. $9,386,589 $5,045,790 $7,394,536
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D. Background on Recommended Contractor

The recommended firm, TRC Solutions, Inc. located in Los Angeles, California has
been in business for 58 years and is a leader in the field of consulting, engineering
and construction management. TRC has more than 4,000 employees located in
120 offices throughout the United States, Canada, the UK and China. TRC is
ranked #19 on Engineering News Record’s list of the Top 500 Design Firms in the
United States.

The firm possesses experience in a diverse range of complex projects that involved
planning and environmental services, preliminary and final design services, project
study reports, technical studies, project approval/environmental document services,
wall structures services and geotechnical services. Recent complex projects include
the 1-5 HOV Improvement Project PS&E, I-5 Widening Project, 1-605/SR-60
Interchange Project PA/ED, SR-14 Avenue K Interchange Improvements Project, |-
405/1-605 HOV Connector Project PS&E, SR-91 Express Lane Rehabilitation
Project.

The proposed team is comprised of 16 subcontractors (including 13 SBE firms and
two DVBE firms). The proposed project manager has 30 years of experience in
managing the planning, design and construction of highways, bridges and
transportation related structures and has successfully managed and delivered
PA/ED and PS&E projects for Caltrans, OCTA, and Metro. Some of the projects
include the Port of Los Angeles 1-110/C Street Interchange Project PA/ED and
PS&E (Caltrans District 7), 1-405 to I-5 Corridor Improvement Project PA/ED
(OCTA), SR-57/Katella Ave. to Lincoln Northbound Widening PA/ED and PS&E
(Caltrans District 12).

TRC possesses a significant amount of local stakeholder experience and has
worked closely with Metro, Caltrans, and community groups. With their extensive
experience and knowledge, TRC possesses the ability to complete and deliver
on schedule the RFP’s Statement of Work.
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